Remarks 



This communication is considered fuHy responsive to the first Office 
Action mailed Januaty 29, 2007. Claims 1-20 wqvq examined. Claims 1-20 
stand rejected. No claims have been amended, canceled or added. 
Reexamination and reconsideration of claims 1-20 are respectfully requested. 

Claim Rejections > 35 li.S.C 101 

The Office Action rejected claims 6-10 under 35 U.S.C. 101 as being 
directed to non-statutor\' subject matter. The Applicaiit disagrees that a broad 
meaning of "a computer program product" is non-sJatutoiy if it encompasses a 
computer data signal embodied in a cairier wave. However, in order to advance 
prosecution of the application, paragraph [0006] has been amended to address 
the §101 concerns. No new matter has been added. The Applicant respectfully 
requests that the rejection under §101 be withdrawn. 

Oaiiti Rejections - 35 U.S.C. i 02(b) 

The Office .Action rejected claims 1-15 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U S, Patent Publication No. 2002/001 3S51 to Pollack 
(hereinafter referred to as "Pollack"), Applicant respectfully traverses this 
rejection. 

Claim 1 recites "A method comprismg: providing a network address for 
a system host to a remote client if security credentials for the remote client 
satisiy at least one condition for accessing the system host; and verifying the 
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remote client iS authorized to access the system host m response to a request 
from the system host to verify the remote client." Claim 6 includes parallel 
recitations. Pollack fails to teach or suggest at least these recitations. 

With respect to claims i and 6, the Office Action cites paragraph 0038 
of Pollack, and in par ticular the URl. mentioned towaids the end of paragraph 
0038, as teaching the claimed "providing a network address for a system host 
to a remote client if security credentials for the remote client satisfy at least 
one condition for accessing the system host." However, the URL is explained 
in paragraph 0040 as "... not [being] a general DRL to anywhere on the 
Internet, but a particular key to a file knowr only to the user." Thus, the URL 
of Pollack is not "a network address for a system host." Moreover, the URL is 
provided bx the user as part of the user's access request; it is not provided to a 
remote clietil after the remote client has been verified In the system of Pollack, 
the user, by virtue of the e-mailed request, has already established 
communicatioits widi the system (although the user will not have access to the 
requested filed until properly verified). In contrast, the remote client of present 
invention will not have the address of the system host until properly verified 
and, therefore, caimot have any communication with the system host. 
Consequently, Pollack fails to disclose or even suggest all of the elements of 
the independent claims and cannot, therefore, anticipate those claims. 

With respect to the rejection of claims 2 and 7, paragraph 0040 of 
Pollack is said to disclose "granting the remote client a security key wnih the 
network address." As noted in the preceding paragraph of this Response, no 
network address is provided to a remote client in Pollack, with or without a 



security key. Rather, it is the user who provides a key to the system. 
Consequentiy. Pollack does not anticipate these claims. 

With respect to the rejection of claims 5 and 10, again as noted in a prior 
paragraph of this Response^ no network address is provided to a remote client 
in Pollack. Coiisequently, the network address cannot be received and Pollack 
does not anticipate these claims. 

Because the rejections of clairas 11-14 parallel the rejections of claims 
1- 4 and 6 - 9, the remarks in the preceding paragraphs traversing those claims 
are equally applicable to claims 1 1 - 14. Additionally, claim 1 1 recites the 
interaction among three components; the claimed system (comprising 
authorization and verification modules), a remote client (fi-om which an access 
request is received by the authorization module) and a system host (which is 
the component to which access is desired). In the claimed invention, the access 
request is transmitted not directly to the system host but to the authorization 
tnodule of the "system " In the exemplary networked computing system 
illustrated in FIG. 1 and described in the Specification (beginning in pai-agraph 
[0019], the "system" of claim 11 is the security host 120, separate from the 
"system host" 140. Thus, as noted above, the remote cHent is unable to even 
establish a communications link with the system host until the separate secnnty 
host veri.ties that the user at the remote host is authorized to access the system 
host. Only then will the remote client receive the network address of the system 
host which will enable the remote client to establish a communications link 
with the system host. 
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Pollack does not discbse or even suggest that access verification cm 
take place other than at the location of the requested file (i.e., the system host). 
And, because the user is already connected to the host, the system of Pollack 
does not provide to the user the network address of the system host. 

With respect to claim 15, again becanse the user is aiready connected to 
the host, the system of Pollack does not provide to the user the network address 
of the system host and the address of a system host would not be stored in the 
database referred to in paragraph 0038. 

Consequently, Pollack does not anticipate claims 1-15 and withdrawal 
of the §102 rejecti on is respectfully requested. 

Clam. Rejections - 35 U.S.C 103(a) 

The Office Action rejected claim.s 16-20 under 35 IJ S C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Pollack in view of U.S. Patent No, 6,487,457 to Hull 
(hereinafter referred to as "Hull"). Applicant respectfiilly traverses this 
rejection. 

Claims 16-20 depend from claim 11, which is believed to be allowable. 

Because Pollack does not disclose or even suggest all of the elements of claim 
i 1 , the combination of Hull wkh Poilack would not result in the invention 
recited in claims 16-20. I'herefore, claims 16-20 are also believed to be 
allowable for at least the same reasons as claim 1 1 and withdrawal of the §103 
rejection is respectfully requested. 
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Condusion 

For the foregoing i-easons, the pending daims are believed to be 
allowable, the Apphcation is believed to be in condition for aiiowance and the 
Applicant respectfully requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in 
this matter. I'he Examiner is encouraged to contact the undersigned by 
telephone if a conversation would expedite prosecution of this case. 

Respectfully S ubmitted, 

Dated. May 28, 2007 By: 

Mark D, Trenner 
Reg. No. 43,961 
(720)221-3708 
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